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'ABSTRACT '

*
In spite of extensive activity in-fhoulV deveidpnent

,around the country, no replibdble progress have been delleioped, no'
viable conceptual models have been formulated, and no guidelines to
assist program planners have emerged. Whatever evaluative information
has been offered to attest to the results of programs has usually,
been based on unieliible, inferential, subjective, and
nbsystenatically collected date. Faculty development hays bebone an

end in itself, and, if the current messy state continues-it is
:Jaw-destined to fulfill.theprediction cf many and become .just another

. fad. What most so-called'faculty development experts and theorists
seen to forget is that higher education is -a system. If the school as
a system does not achieve its objective--if the students are not
learning adequately--the school must be redesigned until-it does. Two
.coeprehensive efforts"at professional development serve as examples
vbf such' redesign: the Center for Professional Development, _

established in the office of the chancellor of the California State
.University and Colleges and encompassing a variety of programs'on six
.campuses; and an institutional Chhoe project at the UCLA School of

_Dentistry. the implementation was Wifferent in the two situations,
_but each project treated the 'school as an entity within eich..
functions can be reorganized. (Author/11OP'

4 .

**************i.*******e************************************************
* . Docuaents acquired by ERIC incldde many informal unpublished , *

* materials not available fron other sources. ltic makes every effort *

* to obtain the best copy available. Nevertheless4 items of marginal ig%

* reproducibility are often encountered and this affects the quality *

,*.of the picrofiche'and hardcopy reproluctions ERIC makes available *

* vla'the ERIC DOcument,Reproduction Service (HDRS). EDRS is not

* responsible for the gualitf of the original docunent.-deproductions
* -supplied by EDRS are the best that can be aide from the original. *

***********************************************************************

A

-4t

41.



V

U S DEANTMENT OF HEALTH

EDUCATION
WELFARE'

NATIONAL INSTITUTE of
EDUCATION

THIS DOCUMENT
HAS BEEN REPRO-

DUCED EXACTI.Y
AS.RECERIED FROM

THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION
ORIGIN'

ATING IT POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIS
STATED DO NOI NECESSARIOY

REPONRE

SENT OFFICIAL NATIONAL
INSTITUTE OF

EDUCATION
POSItiON OR POLiCX

FACULTY DEVELOPMENT IlpPERtPECTIVE:

A Systems ConceptI.
40`

by

Clare Rose ant Glenn F. Nyre
,
Evaluation and Training InStituee A

The problem.- Faculty developmen t prOgrams currently exist

in several large state system, community college_ districts and

over 1,000 colleges and universities. Hundreds of thousandslof'

dollars have been poured into thedevelopment of such programs

by ijhe Federal governr;ent and private-fouhdatiOns, as_well as by

the colleget and universities p)emselves.
- -

this activity, no replicable programs have been developed, no

'viable conceptual models have been forMulated, and no guidelines

to assist proltrams planners have emerged. Whaieve evaluative

Yet, in spite-of al.1

information has been offered to atteSt'to the results o.f programs

has usually been based on unreliable,- inferential, subjective

and unsystematcally collected data.

Faculty arp themajor resource of colleges
" -

and their talents, interests and skills must be

and universities,

systematically

cultivated and nurtured as part of their on-going professional

growth and development. Unfortunately, however, the popular

response to this surprisingly recent 'revelation has been a stag-

,

gering amount of pompous rhetoric on the'value of faculty develop-

ment; a proliferation of untested, pediestrian models of varyingk
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, Unnecessary complexity; overly simplistic and equally pompous

conceptualizations which purport to provide a "logical rationale"

for making' illogical and arbitrary distinctions betWeen "personal ",.'

'.professional ", and "organizational" development; and even worse,

an iriluxof poorly,dezlgned, haphazard and' fragmented attemptso

at program implementation.

Some poorly trained, self-styled evangelists are promoting,

under the rubric of faculty development, "life-planning workshops"
.

'and t-groups designedto explore (whatever that means) faculty

members' styles and,values without apparent sensitivity to either

the very realdange+ of their conducting. this type of thlkpy ors

the relation of such "therapy" to institutional problems and needs.'

. Still others conduct workshops'on instructional methodology

which stress the evils of the lecture format without a shred of

evidence that suggests that'any one method Is superior to another

as far as bringing about rearming is concerned. The term faculty
.

ielevelopment has, in fact, become a ponderous euphemism used to

describe a wide variety of disparate activities which involve

faculty direCtly (or some times, indirectly) and range from oe -day
imp

workshops to curricular revisions, departmental reorganizations

and even programs of planned institutionai change. Rarely have

thee been coordinated into a clearly, articulated and

carefully planned program for the improvement of teaching.

Program'plan4ng has typically Included only an assessment of

faculty needs by asking them what kinds'of workshops land what

topics they would like addressed'. Programs that have not been-

rigorously evaluated "at home" are being emanated.on other campuses--

with even less scrutiny.
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The danger is that as:more colleges and universities rush

to jump on ithe bandwagdmin the hopes of winning Federal or foln-

dation money(oreven in the belief that such programs are ef-

'fective), they will institute ever-more shaky, shot7pn programs

which at best represent taenism; at worst, they will lead to an

alienation of both faculty and administrators from the whole nOtiO(.1

of imprciving the quality of education througttfaculty development.

The existence of faculty development programs for their own sake
. /

appearS to have become the norm.'.
N

,Faculty development has becOme "big business", but the means

have become confused with the ends, and the basic goal, that of

improving the quality of edudation --'the goal which gave rise to

the faculty development movement.in the first place -2- has been
) -

lOst. Faculty development has become an end in itself and if the

current messy state continues, it is destined to fulfill the pre-

diction of manyo.nd become justanother Lad, joining the historical'

ranks of other more exotic - higher education -based fads of tele-
,

-phone booth Stuffing and panty raps. -No potential fad Is cur-

.

rently more'obVieus than higilleiN educations faculty and profes-

sional development movement. 4

Such an end would be unforturlate, but it is inevitable unless

we back up a little and reexamine the Issue from its proper per-

speotive. It may well be-that the reason it is presently difficult,

if not impossible, to develop models, replicable programs or even-7

guideline so, is.not that facUlty at different institutions are so-

dissimilar, as,gome Contend, but that the, needs.of'the institutions

are different. Reconceptualized and properly organized, develdp-
.

ment programs can tiecome rooted and institutionalized as'viable and

4
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effective means for improving the quality of higher educatin,

providing students with effective'instruction which promotes'

-both their personal development and their academic achievem6nt,

and thereby making a significant positive impact upon the entire

higher education system. And that-last 'word,, "system", is the

key.

What most so-called faculty development experts and'theorists
a

,seem to forget is that higher education_iq a system, composed
,

of,

people (students, teachers and administrators), buildings, books,

courses, curricula.,' programs and environments: Accountability

for results, inaludillg those Of faculty deVelopment programs,-is

a system-concept --- a set of mutual, interrelated functions, and
. ,

relationships which operate together to achieve a 'defined purpose:

Providing students with an opportunity to learn. The adhool is

the basic.unit: Thus, if the school, assa system, does not achieve

its objective -- if the students are not learning adWivately

the school must be redesigned until they do.

Redesign may involve redesigning buildings, upgrading resources,

changing the curricdluM, improving instructional materials and/or

upgrading the skill's of the faculty. Li the other items listed, -

the skills, attitudes and-training of the faculty are the.mehns to

achieve the stated'end. Instead of haphazardly plunking a faculty

deveropment program into the middle of an operating institution, .,

with little br no relatt4stlip'to or consideration for the goals
t

,

.

and needs of tile institution, the'goals of a faculty developMent
''.

t ,program shouldkbe established by the needs of the institution,

plus the needs of the faculty. .But only as those needs relate to

the goals and objectives of the sysem.

1
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' For example, it is common knowledge that in ordert9 achieve
k

its objectives, an institution must maititain a well-managed '1,

ganiza,tion with effective leadership. Ifia.it appears that the

lOhdership of a college or department is 'ineffect i'-andthat

. situation is d4agnosed as a major cause on the college's or dMi-:
_ ,.

partment'slfailure to meet its bbjecives, that institution might

more appropriately design a professional leadership Oogram for

its administrators.

On the other hand, if 'it is-diagnosed, bn the basis:b-f

empirically derived data, that students are not learning as they

should because instruction )ineffective, then a faculty devel-
.

opmect program which upgrade and improves the faculty's instrug-
,

tional skills is obv,iously in order. Each component,in 'the system

isaccountable for thA pbrtion of the teaching-learning process

over which it has or should have control. This situation presupposes,

4 .

of course, the existence of went-defined institutional objectives

for education; and there's the eub.

Few institutions have, clearly defined, measurable institutional,

objectives, and without theil, the effectiveness of ,the institution

and its'.components (schools, departments and. prograrrIC cannot be

properly evaluated by even the most able researcher.' Without in-
,

stitutional evaluatiln, in turn, truly relevant and viable,develop-
.

ment programs directed ,toward improving student learning cannot be

.designed for either faculty or administrators-.

, .Twocomprehensive'efforts at professional development with

- which he authors were intimately connected will serve as examples

4

.
.r,N . '
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to support.these contentions. One concerns an extensive program

in a large state college system;Athe other, one at a professional

school, of a major university.

The Center for Professional Development. 11/6 firAt.examPle'
.

is-the Center for Professional Development' which was established,

in the Office of the-Chancellor, California State University and

Collevs,,in July, 197,01 Funded by the Chancellor's Office and

the Fund'for the improvement,of Postsecondary Education (FIPSE)
.

at approximately $.5 million over a 3-year period', the Center was

established to coordinate and guide fhculty development programs

on 6 campuses in. the CSUC system. A major goal of thy Center was

to test a *ternative strategies for faculty developtent at, several

ir

_ campuses ranging in size,ocaton, programmatic thrust and other

institutional and enyironmental variables. It was hoped, cf course,

that by testing out different kinds.af-programs'at'different-kindS

of institutions, definitive guidelihes could be developed for other

colleges 4nd universities concerning which kindsof programs (or.

program elements) worked best in which'ways on what kindi of cam-
,

puses.

participateThe six campuses selected pted to articipate in the Center'spro-,
.

.4

'

;gram ranged from a small, relatively. isolated campus with'129
7

faculty and 3,_489 students to a,aarge, metropolitan university

with 900 flculty and seIving 26,794 .students.

, Two campus programs consisted primarily of assorted work-

shops for Ismail groups Of:faculty based on the type of;needs

assessment described earlier -- a survey of what kinds or topics

faculty. were interested in hearing aboUt. No assessment of either

The authors served as.Director and Associate Director of the Center,
respectively? from 197W-75.
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institution's effectiveness in,bringing'about student-learning

or developMent-rwas undertaken, and, as'a result,., no assessment

of institutional needs for,developmentpas pose.ible.

Attendance at workshops, during the first year *as excellent-
.

7

on both campuses. Seventy -five percent-of the faculty on one 4
p

campus and over 60%. on the other participated in a series of work-

shops on Piagetian theory, computer- assisted instruction, ex-
. v-

periential'learning, testing and grading, and proposal writing.

The problem was that by,t1;le end of the.first.year,4hey had run

'out of "new" topics *hich motivated the faculty's interest; and\

it is doubtful; in our opinion, that either'program will ultimately-
,

have an impact on the institutions or their educational programs.

74 third campus program consisted of the - development of diag-

\

nostic self-appraisal instruments for use by faculty to assess their

1

teaching capabilities and effectiveness, as,well asthe develop-
.

ment,of resource units that correspond to the various dimensfon

of the instruments ,to assist faculty in improving or supplementing

their teaching skills. The project staff compiled an extensive
ii

'
number of items and categorized and coded -them to form an,item '

pool from which self-,appraisal forms could be developed bythe

faculty themselves:in their areas of interest, An equally exten-

sive array of instructional materials were developed and self-.

instructional modules were prepared for dissemination.

Again, however, the needs assessMent which formed the base

pf the project, although more rigordusly conducted, concentrated

on faculty,,ndt do institutional needs and problem

strange, despite the fact that in4the needs asse

Even more_

t, the faculty

overwhelmingly endorsed the need for self-evaluation,, few were

willing to use the instruments once they were developed. Some

.1
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departments refused to cooperate 'at ill, despite the intrin7
. c

, , 4

4

sic merits of the project,it Iallighly doubtful that IX will have

any lasting impact on tVe university.

_-- .
ATf-dUrTE campus focused on a mini-grant program for faculty

.
,

to develop ."innovations" -- primarily the development of course

and curricular materials..i The problem with this program=was simply

that like all mini-grant programs for faculty-developed projects,

the products are of questionable instructional value. It is not

that the faculty who receive mini-grants are malevOlent; it is that

most faculty are simply not trained knstructidhal developers or

evaluators of instructional material effectiveness. A8 a result,.

while they might serve as motivating folotes,for faculty to-examine

their teaching practices' and processes, mini.Lgrant programs im-
,

,rplemented through-an individual departTent, institution or even

system office rarely make any meaningful change in instructional

practices.

The other problemWiththis program was that much of the

supplemental money they were using initiallyran out.. The second

year saw a flurry,of activity in a,number of different directions,

from workshops on instructional methods to faculty-administrator
.

retreats. None of theSe activities were coordinated 92. related in

any conceptual way an d, again, bore_ no relation to institutional

needs or goals.

An Institute for the Advancement of.Teaching and Learning

Formed the focal point the faculty development rtogram in-

atitlited at another campus. The Institute is composed Of and

directed by a group-of 14 departmentally-nominated and presiaen-'

tially-appointed faculty who meet regularly each weekeand report

on carefully plane& instibutional.retearch projects which in-
,/'
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vtritigate many aspects ofeteachingand learning relevant tb'
., -

* that campus. ..-1-. .

- -
..,

.

-fn additlon, the Institute sponsors oneiday and weekly

seminar' programs Or the faculty at-:41arge,,informal depaitmental

and school. "gatheringsn'and system-wide conferences. Although

9

tips prograrvalso-was not- derived froma comprehensive institu--

. tionaP self-anafysis-, it was in large mtasure planned to deal
.

....} 4
with the concerns frequently, stated by-students and faculty, alike

1110 .

that the quality of education on-the campus was Suffering frot a

pervasive-lark of clollegialityi and senbe of common purpose. Thus,

the program was at, least directed loward-a clearly, defined in-
.

stitutional need rather than at a series. of "interesting topics".

#' Although the program was riot initially conceptualized to -be

directly focused on institutionkl:goals or needs, itibecame so

because of the insight, commitment, dedication and purposefulness

Of the program director% Almost slnglehandedly, but with the

cooperation and support'of the administration and,faculty, he has
IF

brought about an institutional analysis and is,guiding the program,
. .

'enlarging its scope toward this dii'ction. It is highly likely

'

,

that thls program will have, beyond that which it already has had,

a real impact on the instiluctional program and processes of this

large, suburban university.

An entirely different, but equally carefully, planned, type

of program was designed solely for administratort and.for the
, .

4

Most part, resulted from a conscientious in titutionir self-study

and a university-iwide commitment to profess onal deve dpment and

teaching improirement. This project basicall inVg\vea a seminar

prqgram for the 45 chairpersonskand deans Toc sing on the profes-

A
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sfonai developrent, of administrators and their role in facili-

tating faculty.develop%ent. Topics addressed imthe. on-going
.

seminars range from general philosophicalissues.in higher educa-

Lion to specific campus concerns such.a affirmative'action

,policies, improving c*annels orcommunication between all con-

stituencies within the university, and academic 2tandards and

_grading policies. ARproximately-95 percent of the dealis and
A

department chairs hive participated voluntarily in this program,
.

and already, institutional policies and practices - affecting both,

1

students and faculty have changed in'a positiVe direction,

All of the campus staffs on each of the six campuses were

dedicated and committed to making their projects successful. The

411, Chancellor's Office, and parJ,ticularly *the`Cente-/ staff, have been

equally committed to te program. Yet, despite the vast amounts

of marley,.time and energy invested in the various projects, 'with

the exception of the last two programs described, it is doubtful

that any broad based instituyonal change,'itt either programs or

policies,'will take plasce; nor will any Model prOgrams or hefinitive

guidelides emerge.

As every gourmet cook knows, to make a good souffle, the

temperature must be just right or ,the souffle will fall L-; regard-
.

less of how well the ingredients alp folded. Sorit is with

faCulty development. Without a total climate receptiveto and.
4 -,14

supportive of faculty development, it will fall.

The UCLA School of Dentistry. In order to astablistlithe kind'
,

In order

environment that would best facilitate and be most relevant to

the prdcess of faculty and instructional development, the authors

1
designed 'and'and implemented' an institutional change project, at the

4.; *
,

.,

co,
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,UCLA School of Dientistry based ontthe'ystem.concept outliped

in the beginning of this paper. Three basig,MsUirtions were
e

made regarding the prOgram: 1) that,theikoal of butridular 'and
% , 7 ...

fact' development is the improvement of,eeaching:and learning;
. ,

2) that any really meaningj'ul changes IA' tA* (iUrri&lum and,:
* ' %

.

, ultimately; improvement in the teaching- learning pr9Eess, must
,

be based upon a rigorous,.comprehensive'evaluation and , j)J
the

.
comprehensive'evaluation;

.

.
. !

focus of such-an evaluation must. be on outcomes -- outcom/s-ih'
,

... / .

terms of stifdent,achievement and-satisfactibn;faculty motivation, .
. : _ .

development and datisfaction;*the restionsiveriesa of course offer-

rings and curricular sequencing; and-finally, outcomes in terms

of- the total school environment.,

The first stepin the prOpess was to establish systematically
t

developed measurable goals fqp the' Schooland its clepartmehts. k

Collaboratiori among the various constituent 'groups withinthe

,School of Det,istry was a major part of the.pri)jeciis implementation

plan. Since the intent of the program was curricular and,organi-

zational evaluation and resp6hsiVe nge, it was not enough to.

just "involve" f ulty or assess the r needs.superfidially. They

needed to ate; as well as agr e upon, the goals .themselves

. (with,technical'asftstance provided .by the ETI'staff) in. ordAr Sor
k

them to feel that the goals were indeedtheirs, and thus commit

themselves to their attainment.

As a result, we worked with a,sub-committee of theslianding '

curricular committee which included. one member from each of ttte 3 ,

majbr'curricuYar. divisions in the school, a representative of the
)

student body and a member Of.the administratio6. This group

solicited ideas fr.= the general faculty and students and drew up
4

.o



.1

.

I 1'
sj;

1
.. 12

0 a tentative list of issues directions alt coneerns which formed
Q

the basis fin' thp'School's first-ord0i-lgoals.' The goals,were

them sent to the dntire faculty and a 25 percent sample of'Students

for *review 'Basel upbn their i.evisions and suggestions, the goals' -

, . .

were refined. and accepited.' ..
.

.
. _sr

I
. . -, r .

Similar procedures were then - instituted to establish goals Tor
',...1.

each of the 14 sections within the school. -Ito should be' noted,

here, that faculty 'and student cooperation was outst.andiffg!'"OVer:
. .

,90.1pei-cent,of the faculty and tnore'than 60 percent Of the students'-
3

participated in the goal formulation process, -and, as a results,.
..

.

became increasingly interested andihirolved in'thewjaple project.
,-.. .

As they clarified more explicitly what they wanted td teach,

;,"- ,
. .

. .. -

.

faculty began to. question their effectiveness andwanteCto im-,
.

.
r

,

prove their current teaching skills as well as to, add a broader

range, of teaching methods to their repetoirp fiOm which they .

4
rcould choose. -

I.-v. Also as a'result of defining section goals,which'related to

the school goals,ind developingXhdicesof their attaininent, the

faculty came to realize that student complaints about emaftation
.

*

procedures were justified. ,In many areas,
.
pakicularly clinical

, .

, .
.

practices, faculty had not establlphed derinitiVe CrPteriafor .

. ..
.

. . .
.

student .perforMance. At the same time, they ere disturbed,that.,
. . . ,..,,

.- students were not perfoeming nup to.standard" without realizing
. . ,'

`'' that they had not established what that standard was. This aware-

nesK led the faculty to:adk for assistance in developing tests

and criteria and'evaluting their teaching effectiveness'and-their

students4.perfeimance.

* . 1



13

As a result.o4,their renewed interest,in teaching and-evaluation,

the ficulty asked us ko design and conduct a series of in7seryibe

courses addressed to, a wide range of4topics: from methodi'

-claases,on improving. lectures and discussions to constructing

valid 'and r,liable tests and, understanding and Promoting students'

t.

different styles of ,aearning. . The faculty ' s. participation in
°

.

these, programs was so enthusiastic that the administration de-

signated one-halfday each week as "Faculty Development Day".

Clinics and laboratdries are closed and classes are not held so

. that alliadulty will be free to attend the variety of seminar

sessiens'and workshops Offered. 'But the point is not that the

faculty are attending in such numbers and with such enthUSiasm,

but that the faculty development program which emerged as a direct
. .

,

resul*f the institutional.self-analysis is directly related to

-.the needs of the institution and the needs
.

of the faculty as they
. .

relate to the institutional needs.

:During the goal clarification process, the faculty and

students also indicated their dissatisfaction with existing in-
i

structional'materialseland the, absence of others which-were neces-,
4,...,,. .

.

sary if certain objectives were to be achieved. Thus, several .

. r '

. .

i
.

fabulty began working with Us on the development of written and

mediated, self-instructional modules:. In fact, one entire section

will-be completely modularized by the end of the next academic

year. This, too, has'had an impact on the School and has formed

the basis for.anpther series of faculty seminars. As word,spread

about both the achievement and satisfaction of those students who

used the newly_ developed thaterials, other faculty wanted to upgrade

1

V
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their materials with'self-instructional- modules. As a result,

a cour.se,teaching faculty how to develop self-instructional

materials is the Focus of the faculty development program this

spring.

Also "during, the current term, recent graduates oethe school

are being surveyed and interviewed to determine their actual

knowledge, 'information anabehaviors in their practices as they

relate to each of the goals which have been established. The

results. of the survey will be used to evaluate the goals. themselves

to determine their worth, and viability for future'graduates,.the

curriculum will be revised accordingly, the cycle of change and

renewal will continue and no doubt, other types of needed faculty

development programs will be identified. 6

What has evolved at the UCLA Schdol of Dentistry is a pricess

of change that has important implications for.thdipinterested in

promoting faculty development and Improving instruotion.' This

certainly should include institutional r earchers. Rather than

instituting a shotgun "devejopment" program aimed at faculty, as

is the fashion these days, we worked with the faculty and admin-

istration in what we have come to call a contextual evluation

program'-- clarifying instructional and organizational'problems,

needs and values; developing ivalUation mechanisms; itiehtifyiy.

and/or developing curricular programs.9d instructional strategies;

and, in the process, building interest, trust and cooperation.

It is impossible to separate any of these activities. as cuericular

change, instruotioal improvement, organizational devekopment or

faculty developMent per se. They are all of,:these; and yet the

sum is more. Each is an-integral part of dontextual, evaluation

and institutional self-analysis .,,,,+,)


